
October 27, 1971 

Dr. II, Warner North 
Decision hZk61ySis croup 
Stanford Research Institute 
200 East 42nd Street 
New York, Mew York 10017 

Dear Warner, 

lhank you for sendinS me your Science manuscript. Although your 
letter uas dated October 6th, tt only just arrived. 

I don’t have many cossasnts and hope you will simply get this into 
print as quickly as possible. 

A few possible typos. 
Page 1 - damages “$40 million” or $400 million? 
Page 2 - coming within E mileo 
Page 4 ad generally for your discussion of El1 etc. - We have here a 
rather fundamental problem of scientific credibility. Your estimates 
of El1 are based on conversations with Storm Pury Project people rather 
than much by way of an fudepeudent statistical analysis of the actual 
experimental data. Then, while you accept their subjectivity in general 
you then challenge it in the light of the Debbie results. But if their 
views are 60 faulty there, why trust them at all? 

This problem will come to a head as you may see frost the attached 
quotation from a piece by Battan - I think I may have sent you the 
mnuscript of it some time ago. ft would be unfortunate if the debate 
then hinged on who were the sources of informed scientific opfnion! 
Dow, f believe that Battan is making a policy as well as a scirntific 
judgment,and if you feel&Us strongly and confidently enough yourself 
you might even quote his remarks to illustrate the problem. One way of 
doing this more gently would be to quote one of your eaonyrnous 
corrtsponden&J who might “favor the performance of more experiments” 
but who would also advocate seed@ a hurricane if it were in hts hands 
in order to protect his own family. 

Page 34 - “exceosively lrrge” - I would advocate that you keep 
your own value ~&@GEs~~ti~t of the main body of the paper as completely 
as possible and seve this type of comment for your discussion labeled 
as such. This would be consistent with your own analysis of the advisory 
process and with the “authentic discourse“, a useful phrase in Honod’s book 

over 
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"Chance and Necees i ty". 

In your general dtrcuesion of goverq@ent responribility cost 
it might be useful to compute this as an annual tax on the population 
actually at risk8 

Page 4Off - would it influence the aseessssmt of respon6ibility 
cost to include also the value of the information achieved by an 
operational seeding? 

Page 41 top - I think this point de6erve6 some clarification. 
Consider langmge like %eed operationally now:‘%hich would itself 
generate information, am3 other information derived by restricted 
experiments would have a comparably low value. 

Page 46 - What is yaw; criterion of a “6UCCC66fUl field experiment”t 
What if the next trial is not **6uCce66ful”? I may have missed it but I 
don’t think you factor thit contingency into evaluating the cost-benefit 
of the information, or rather the experiment designed to acquire the 
information. 

Pinally, f have to raise soms questions, which go beyond the scope 
of this paper, about the aode of political decision making under which 
both of us have been laboring. It would be interesting and important to 
get the reaction6 of a cyanical political 6cienti6t to all this. 
16 your discussion on Page 52 a factual description or an ideal expectation? 

The actual behavior of “decision 6aakers” does not exactly follow the 
smdet . On Page 6 you say %he decision maker ppU6t select one or two 
alternatives*‘. In practice he may do a great deal to euade the decision 
or shift the burden of re6ponaibility to rromeonee&aer or to leaue the 
situation sufficiently confused that it is not clear who should be held 
responsible. ‘Ihere is a certain tautology here which might be discussed 
in term of the semantics of “decision maker” but one could then ask the 
question whether that ret is not an erapty one in the real world. I can 
hardly object to the forPPul8tlon that you present in your paper. It might 
be just as well to make the logical analy6is of the situation more explicit 
by stating the model as one of your postulates rather than taking it for 
granted that it is universally understood and accepted. More concretely I 
would alto say that it la usually not at all clear exactly who is the 
*‘decision smker”. People often 8&k 8bout such weighty questions; “who 
shall decide?** We could still do a lot of cntpirical reeearch on ‘Lho is 
deciding now?” We won’t be lacking for things to do! 

Sincerely yours, 

Joshua Lsderberg 
Professor of Genetics 
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